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PERSONAL ATTENTION, PLEASE, OF & P&/p . THE MONSANTO STORY - GM FOODS,
TERMINATOR SEEDS - is still being <ensored by ~ur media giants (evidence enclosed).

f
This is

accomplished, not by deceit but by simple omission of fact. Thus it’s not the N.Y.T.’s
radical Frqnch fbrmer but unreported tens of thousands of Indi,a’sfarmers staging “cremate
Ifonsanto” bonfire protests. Nor is i.t the WSJ’S villain Jeremy Rifki.n (representing a U.S.-
based lawsuit) but the blind greed of Monsanto (other U.S. transnationals) +ntention to one
day control international food production with GM czq~lan~, +te@~~naror’~Qdd~. It is this greed
(often masked as a certain way to end world hunger); “/listhas put the American farmer in his
financially vulnerable situation. Along with the American people, they are not informed of why
Prince Charles adamantly opposes GM crops, for example or the opposition of Brazilian farmers -
or, most crucially, of Dr. Arnaud Pusztai’s research exposing the grave health risks of GM-
produced foods. (One must also assume they know nothing of factual data gathered and published
by the Health & Environment Weekly, as well.) Once GM crops and their seeds are accepted, the
decision is irreversible and pressures to do so will be quite ruthless via U.S. institutions/
private sector “interests.” How will this international conflict be resolved to safeguard the
health of this and future generations, the planet’s already-endangered environment? Your in-
fluential voice will be part of the answer. Appreciation from,

GM-SOS Committee, P.O.Box n, St. Paul, 55101
/.2.&../q.q/

Eachyear, aCalifornia-based research projectsets outto ’’track
the news that didn’t make the news”. Project Censored aims
“to stimulate responsible journalists to provide more mass
mediacoverage” oftheissues itbelieves havebeen ignored.
These are what it considers the 10 most censored stories of 1998

* Asecret international trade agreement

i tftatunderminesthe sovereigntYofn#!ons
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;2.. Somedevelopmentsinthecourse
‘-’~-”::$~of hi~toryhave s~ch potential to

%..2 impact nations andhumansthat it

~~~- wo.ldbeimesponsibletoi~ore
r them.Yetfewmainstream news
‘-~~- organisations have reported on the
Multilateral Agreement on Investment (MAI),
an international agreement which would set in
place a vast series of protections for foreign
investment. According to reports in the
alternative press, the MAI would threaten
national sovereignty by giving corporations
near-equalrights tonations.This agreement has
the potential to place profits ahead of human
rights and social justice. MAI would thrust the
world economy much closer to a system where
international corporate capital would hold free
reifi~jer the +ocratic~luesand
socioeconomi;needs ofpeople.TheMAI will
alsoehavedeva$=ting effectsonanation’s legaL
envk)nmenta~d cultural sovereignty.
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Monsanto’s genetically modiftedseeds

threatenworld production
~ MonsantoComoration hasbeen

GM crops
‘will not end
worldhunger’

February121999 -
John Vidal
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Food-scandal
Internatio
scientists

nal
back

Howseedsof
doubtwere1 A “1

shock findings pla~tea
of suppressed
research into
modified food
The team found that the liver
and heart sizes of the rats
were decreasing — worse still,
the brain was getting smaller.

Yet, in spite of the above
readily available information,
P{.Y.T. states “f10 clear evid -
exists that the crops are
un safe.”
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Dislike of Gene-AlteredFood

Is NowProvingContagious

By MELODY PETERSE
/WASHINGTON, Aug. 27- Ameri-

can farmers paid premium prtces
thisspringtosow many oftheir
fields with genetically engineered
com and soybeans, but now as the
fall harvest nears, more of the inter-
national buyers they depend upon
are saytng they do not want those
..,. -.

May 1983 World’s first transgenic
plant is produced – a tobacco
plant resistant to herbicide.

March 1986 Tobacco plant IS
released into the envwonment.

November 1988 Government ad-
visers first consider the issue.

March 1993 Food Advisory Com-
mittee saysstrict Iabelling of GM
foodsisnot neces~rycJeSpi@
strong opposition from British
Medical Association.

May 1994 First genetically engi-
neered whole food, Colgene’s
Flavrsavr tomato, is introduced
into the US food supply. British
Government licenses Monsanto’s
GM soyabeans for human con-
sumption. Despite protests from
supermarkets, Monsanto mixes
GM beans with ‘natural’ ones.

February 1996 GM tomato puree
goeson sale in the UK.

December 1997 English Nature
cMls for a moratorium on growing
GM crops because of fears of
threat to wildlife.

March 1998 Iceland becomes the
first wqrermarket chain to ban GM
food in its own-brand prcxfu@.

June 1998 Prince Charles attack$
GM organisms. In the Dai/y Te/e-
graph,he writes that it ‘takes
mankind into realms that belong to
God and to God alone. The lesson
of BSE and other entirely man-
made disasters in the causeof
“cheap food” is surely that it is the
unforeseen consequenceswhir%
present the greatest cause for
concern.’

July 1998 Eight members of the
Advisory Committee on Releases
to the Environment revealed to be
directly involved in the biotech in.
dustry. Government-backed E3m
farm-scaie trials of GM crops
begin.

August 1998 AgrEvo announces it
will not go ahead with plans to
grow Britain’s first GM
commerical crop this year, in res-
ponse to public fears. Dr Arpad
Pusztai claims that GM potatoes
damm= +ha immmm .W40me .4

November 1998 Government
passesnew laws to speedthe intro-
duction of GM crops in UK.

February 1999 Tory leader WiL
Iiam Hague CaIIS for a moratorium
on the introduction of GM food.
Twenty international scientists de-
mand that Pusztai’s findings be
reinstated. LabOur’s former chief
spokesman, David.Hil 1,and Tony
Blair’s US strategist, Stan Green-
berg, are revealed as advisers to
Monsanto. Science Minister
Lord Sainsbury is found to control
two companies involved in GM
food. Local councils vote to ban
GM food from schools, town halls
and old people’s homes. Monsanto
is condemned for making ‘wrong,
unproven, misleading and confus-
ing’ claims in its Slm advertising
campaign.

March 1999 Fast food chins
Wimpy, Pizza Express, Domino
Pizza, Burger King and KFC,

Arpad Pusztai

Sahsbury and Marks& Spencer,
go GM food-free. New laws force
restaurants and shops to label
foods containing GM products or
face fines of up to 25,000. GM-
free Iceland raises profits by more
than 10 per cent. Protests against
GM foods held across Britain.

APril 1999 Tesco removes GM
foods from its own brands. Cadbury
and Unilever go GM food-free.

May 1999 BMA calls for ban on
GM foods and crops until more
-.. .-. .L :- .- .-:--l -.’.
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Seeds of Trouble
Weguess the guy who came up with

the name“terminator”genewon’tbe
;ettm% hls bonus this year. It’s one of
Thereasons [hat a plague of plaintiffs
lawyers 1snow descending on the agri-
(’ulturai bimech industry

The unfortunately’ ominous sound-
]ng term is in fact used to describe t
method hy \vl)ich biotech companies
produce seeds that are infertile after
the first generation. thereby helping
them recoup development costs
through ongoing sales to their farming
customers. By allowing companies to
protect their intellectual property,
such a technology should prove an
enormous spur to agricultural innova-
tion. which hm already done so much

to increase crop production around the
world.

But m incoming litigants’ plague is
paintinq a very different picture: one
,f a world m which the rights to all im-

portant crops are held by a handful of
Iqe multinational corporations, such
,M DuPont, Monsanto and Novartis.
()n Monday it was announced that a
(-oalitionof biotech adversaries would
file multibillion-dollar antitrust law.
su]ts in M many as 30 countrfes ]ater
this year. Twenty different American
law firms will reportedly be arguing on
their behalf.

And the publicity willbe handled by
none other than–Jeremy Rifkin.

Longtime readers of this page will
recognize hfr. Rifkfn. If memory
serves. the indefatigable promoter
first opened his biotech tent by filing a
lawsuit in 1984against a University of
California experiment to fight frost
damage m a field of potatoes using ge-
netically altered bacteria. Years of
similar Rifkin-driven court cases
;~gamstbiotech ensued, until the issue
burned itself out, with biotechnology
~oing on to become one of the show-
case industries of late-20th-century
America.

The plague of lawyers, meanwhile,
is led by corporate shakedown artist
Michael Hausfeld. He has sued Exxon
for the Valdez oil spill. Texaco for al-
leged racial discrimination, Swiss
banks over Nazi-era Jewish claims,
md the makers of infamous “Fen-
Phen” diet pill. The German conglom-
erate BASF has fallen victim to ,Mr.
Hausfeld on two entirely different
counts: ~lleged vitamin price fixing
and the use of slave labor during the
Nazi era.

The plaintiffs in these cases are
something called the National Family
Farm Coalition. plus individual farm-
ers from around the world.

.

Of course bimess N not badness 10
legal terms. so the pl.lintiffs and
lawyers know they’ h:lve to point to
some pr~ctices as “’abuse” of a domi-
nant position. But the best they seem
to be able to come up with is a spec]ous
semantic distinction regarding the na-
ture of the iujreements between
biotech companies and f~rmers.

Seeds tire not really “sold” :my-
more, lfessrs. Rifkin and HwMeId
t)oth told us: they are effectively
“!eased.” But a lease is after all a form
of purchase: of a service, not a piece of
property. And we don’t see how it
would be any harder for dissatisfied
customers to stop “leasing” than stop
“’buying.”

Nor, apparently, do most knowl-
edgeable observers. Shares of most of
the companies thtit are potential tar-
gets in this lawsuit donutseem to have
been affected by the announcement,
with analysts describin~ the action as
both “ludicrous” and i “publicity
stunt. ” The global seed market, they
observed. is not very concentrated.

It’s early in the development of
this industry, which may make them
vulnerable to spooky lawyers’ tales.
but that also suggests a normal
course for their social maturation.
Obviously, the seed companies want
to protect their youthful intellectual
property. But like the software and
entertainment people before them,
they’re going to find there are limits
to what you can do. ‘Push to~f hard
and you end up swamped by bootlegs.
We suspect the high-tech seed people
will eventually learn from Microsoft:
Give farmers a broad, open-ended li-
cense to use a particular seed vari-
ety, then try to keep them coming
back with upgrades.

Ofcourse, any’such lawsuit is a try-
the-lock operation, and it’s conceiv-
able that a court or jury will tumble in
one of the international venues. If that
suppressesthedevelopmentofthis
business.the losers will be the billions
of people around the world for whom
biotechnolon promises a better life.
Even in thede~eloped world. after all,
it wasn’t so long ago that food was
scarce and expensive enough that “a
chicken in every pot” was actually a
resonant political slogan.

If some 16years after he sued his
first potato field Mr. Rifkin still wor-
ries about what you get when you
cross a firefly with a plant. he’s free to
do so. For our part, we’re more \vor-
ried about what you ~et when you
cross a scaren-mnger with a tort
lawyer.

T/xGuardianVifeeidy
George Monbiot
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M ONSANTO’S advertising
agency warned the company

not to argue that genetic engineer-
ing would feed the world. But the
temptation proved too great.
‘Worrying about starving titure
generations”, its adverts claimed
last year, “won’t feed them. Food
biotechnology will.” Ifs hard to see
how even a corporation with Mon-
santo’s self-belief could have imag-
ined that this claim would stand up.

For the corporation had already
made its position quite clear. ‘What
you are seeing”, one of its execu-
tives explained in 1997, as his com-
PSIIYbought up scores of seed
merchants and biotech firms, “is a
consolidation of the entire food
chain.”

Monsanto’s argument was swiftly
and comprehensively dismissed.
Development agencies pointed out
that pbople starve not because there
is an absolute shortage of food (the
world currentty produces a surplus)
but because food and the means to
produce it are concentrated in the
hands of the rich and powerful.
Corporations seeking to consolidate
the food chain threatened to make
this situation far worse. Monsanto,
sadder and perhaps a liffle wiser,
slunk away. But it has just acquired
a new and unlikely champion.

The Nuffield Council for Bioethics
is a hghly respected, independent
body, whose recommendations otlen
influence government policy. Last
month its panel on the ethics of
genetic engineering published its
long-awaited report. Research into
GM crops, the panel acknowledged,
has tended to favour producers in
Europe and the United States.
Patenting of the new technologies, it
pointed out, presents “potentially
serious difficulties for developing
countries”. But, the report main-
tained, if the research effort could
only be dwected a little more evenfy,
GM crops would “produce more
food,or more employment or income
for those who need it most urgent&”.
It concluded: “The moral imperative
for making GM crops readily and
economically available to develop
ing countries who want them is
compeltiig, ”

This is perhaps the most asinine
report on biotechnology yet written.
The stain it leaves on the Nuffield
Council’s excellent reputation will
last for years,

The panel made three timdamen-
tal mistakes. The fwst was to as-
sume that the technology is neutrsf
and could, given the right condi-
tions, be eventy deployed and
distributed. In truth, genetic engi-
neering is inseparable from its
ownership. No genetically engi-
neered crop reaches the market
without a patent. Most of these for-
bid the farmer from saving seed for
future pkmtfngs control of the food
chain remains with the corporation
at every stage of production.

The second was its crude, even
childish, supposition that any techno-
logy that produces more will feed
the starving. ‘fhe world is littered
with the wreckage of such assump
tions. Ethiopiansmodem agmindus
trkdists were exporting animal feed
to Europe throughout its devastat-
ing famine. hdn America’s Green
Revolution, Christian Aid points 0U4
raised food production by 8 per cent
a head, but malnutrition increased
in the same period by 19 per cent
The Kafahandi region in India suf-
fers repeated famines, but produces
swluses every year. Starvation
occurs because of the distorted
ownership of the food chain.

The panet’s third mistake was its
inexplicable premise that blotechnw
logy will somehow boost jobs. Mon-
santo’s leading blofbch products —
herbicide-resistant crops— are sold
with the promise that they reduce
the need for Iabow. farmers give
their money not to locat labourers
but tn one of the b~gest corpora-
tioni Onearth. .!

So why did such a dis&dshed
panel make such evident mistakes?
You don’t have to look very far for
an answer. While peoo of every.—
kind sat on the committee, ~ its
biotechnology experta were drawn
from the same ideological pool. It is
not hard to see how restaurateur
Prue Lehh, for example, wefl meart-
ing as she doubtless was, would
have felt obliged to defer to the
superior wisdom of the former
chairman of the advisory committee
for novel foods and processes; or
the Unilever research professor of
biological sciences.

.% how do we feed the world?
When I suggest that the answer lies
in a combination of land reform and
organic or semi-organic farming,
you may think I’ve gone sotl in the
head. But Jules Pretty of Essex
university has documented a quiet
revolution across the developing
world, in which peasant farmers
have doubled or tripled their yields
by modern organic techniques.
They require lots of labour, no debt,
and no heIp from predatory cow
orations. Only by such means can
the world’s poor maintain control
over their food supply, and protect
themselves from the technologies
that the Nluffieldpanel celebrates.



SCIENTIFIC BACKGROUND OF MONSANTO’S GM FOODS/TERMINATOR SEEDS FROM
RACHEL’s ENVIRONMENT & HEALTH WEEKLY (“Rachel” honors Rachel Carson -
Peter Montague, editor.) Not one line of this data has been challenged.

~~c~e//sEnvironment&
A new book by Marc Lappe and Britt Bailey, Against

the Grain, makes it clear that genetic engineering is
revolutionizing U.S. agriculture almost overnight.’

Ln 1997, 15V0of the U.S. soybean crop was grown
from genetically engineered seed. By next year, if Momsan-
to Corporation’s tirnetahle unfolds on schedule, 100’?40of
the US. soybean crop (60 million acres) will be genetically
engineered. I.WJ me same revolution is ocCtlllillg, at the
same pace, in cotton. Corn, potatoes, tomatoes and other
food crops are lagging slightly behind but, compared to
traditional rates ,of change in farming, they are being
(iepioyed into the globai ecosystem at blinding speed.

The mass media have largely maintained silence about
the genetic engineering revolution in agriculture, and
government regulators have imposed no labeling require-
ments, so the public has little or no knowledge that geneti-
cally altered foods are already being soid in grocery stores
everywhere, and that soon few traditional forms of food
may remain on the shelves.

Generic engineering is the process whereby genes of
one species are implanted in another species, to give new
traits to the recipient. Traditionally the movement of genes
has only been possible between closely-related species.
Under the natural order established by the Creator, there
waa no way dog genes could get into cats. Now, however,
genetic engineering allows scientists to play G04 removing
genes born a trout or a mosquito and implanting them in a
tomato, for better or for worse.

Three federal agencies regulate genetically-engineered
crops and foo& -- the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA), the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA),
and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The
heads of all three agencies are on record with speechesthat
make them sound remarkably like cheerleader for genetic
engineering, rather than impartial judges of a novel and
powerful new technology, md all ~ee agencies have set
policies that:

● * No pubIic records need be kept of which farms are
using genetically-engineered seeds;

** Companies that buy from farmers and sell to food
manufacturers and grocery chains do not need to keep
genetically-engineered crops separate horn traditional crops,
so purchasers have no way to avoid purchasing genetically
engineered foods;

** No one needs to label any crops, or any food
products, with information about their genetically engi-
neered origins, so consumers have no way to exercise
informed choice in the grocety store. In the U.S., every

. food carries a label listing its important ingredients, with
the remarkable exception of genetically engineered foods.

These policies have two main effects:
(1) they have kept the public in the dark about the

rapid spread of geneticallyy engineered foods onto the family
dinner table, and

(2) they will prevent epidemiologists born being able
te trace health effects, should any appear, because no one
will know who has been exposed to novel gene products
and who hasnot.

Tti. cafe to Qav that never before m the historv of the

Health Weekly feb~.vM M%
Monsanto’s other major line of genetically engineered

crops contains the gene tim a natural pesticide called Bt.
Bt is a naturally-occurnng soil organism that kills many
kinds ofcaterpillars that Iikc to eat the leaves ofcrops. Bt
is the pesticide of choice in low-chemical-use farming, 1PM
[integrated pest management] and organic fanning.
Fanners who try to minimize their use of synthetic chemi-
cal pesticides rely on an occasional dusting with Bt to
prevent a crop fi-ombeing ovemtn with leaf-eating caterpil-
lars. To them, Bt is a God-send, a miracle of namre.

Monsanto has taken the Bt gene and engineered it into
cotton, com and potatoes. Every cell of every plant
contains the Bt gene and thus produces the Bt toxin. It is
like dusting the crop heavily with Bt, day afier day aller
day. The result is entirely predictable, and not in dispute.
When insect pests eat any part of these crops, the only
insects that will survive are those that are (a) resistant to
the Bt toxin, or (b) change their diet to prefer other plants
to eat, thus disrupting the local ecosystem ad perhaps
harinirig a neighliofig-f~er”s crops.

According to Dow Chemical scientists who are
marketing their own line of Bt-containing crops, within 10
years B<wiljA>ave -@t its usefylyess- because so many
insects wi~l have developed resistance to its toxin.“K”’o
Thus Monsanto and Dow are profiting bountifully in the
short term, while destroying the usefulness of the one
natural pesticide that tmdergirds the low-pesticide approach
of IPM and organic fimning, It is another brilliant -- if
utterly mthless and antisocial -- Monsanto business plan.
=anto - the clear leader m genetically engineered

-- argues that genetic engineering is necessary (nay,
e.rsenrid) if the world’s food supply is to keep up with
human population growth. Without genetic engineering,
biIIions will starve, Monsanto says. However, neither
Monsanto nor any of the other genetic engineering compa-
nies appears to be &ve}oping genetically engineered crops
that might solve global food shortages. Quite the opposite.
-$&If genetically engineered crops were aimed at feeding

~ hungry, then Monsanto and the pthers would be
developing seeds with certain predictable chamcteristics: (a)
ability to grow on substandard or marginal soils; [%)plants
able to produce more high-quality protein, with increased
per-acre yield, without increasing the need for expensive
machinery, chemicals, fertilizers, or waten (c) they would
aim to favor small f%nns over larger farms; (d) the seeds
would be cheap and freely available without resrnctive
licensing; and (e) they would be for crops hat feed people,
n t meat animals.
% None of the genetically engineered crops now avail-
able, or in development (to the extent that these have been

bounced) has any of these desirable characteristics.
Quite the opposite. The new genetically engineered seeds
require high-quality soils, enormous investment in machin-
ery, and increased use of chemicals. There is evidence that
their per-acre yields are about 10% lower than traditional
varieties (at least in the case of soybeans),l’wU4and they
produce crops largely intended as feed for meat animals,
not (o provide protein for people. The genetic engineering
revolution has nothing to do with fgeding the world’s
hunerv.
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it least hvo and possibly more smtil-
xale test sites ot genetlcall~ mmhfied
‘reps - in Norfolk. Lincolnshire and
Yorkshire - were destroyed In raids by
,l~twms last week.

‘rhe move Clkes the number of
;csts destroyed this year10more than
to. Four remaining governrnent trml
.Ites are. however. stall intact.

Forty-tive people were charged last
<undav t~mh conspiracy rn damage
.wps at a [.incolnshire tmm !WWW.,
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Katharine Inez Ainger I
reporrson themasswe
nse oftheenwonmemal
movement m Inala

M
ORE than 50 yews aiter (
India’s suuggie for inde- I
penaence ended in tic- I

tory, another res]srimce suuggle is I
being waged. Ruml India is home to I
one ‘of the largesL most dyrmntic I
and VOti environmental move
ments m the worid.

Subsistence farmers. tditional
fishetiok tribal peoples (AdivasM.
“untouchables”’ (IMits). sweatshop I
workers. women’s groups and ordi-
nary Vrllagem are ail vcxiferousiy
oPPosmE what new coalitions O! en.

vuonmenral and SOCISImovements
are calling the ‘recolonisation- bv
global corporations and inrertra-
tinnal instimtions such as dre World
Trade CJrmnkation (WIT)). the
Intemanon-d Monetary Fund (IMF’J
and the World Bank

III many mwxtaot prow=m and
actions these “coalitions of the
dispossessed- have deepiy embar-
rassed state and rradonaJ govern.
menta and made it tierdt for
Imtttanatrottal corporations :0 Icridcsdrmsss . . . thsnaaantbtake to the streets sodemand India’s witbdmwal from tie UTU
opetare in the country. 1.

k%%!!!!-”’-

For all India’s rapid modertd= 1 dmkated to non-violentcivildisobe Indian seeds and plant-sby foreign people, u
tion and grnwing rmddle classes. \ alienee and cdl for a development
w70 per cent of the population. or based on seM-reliance and village
more than WI million people. are I kveldemocmcy
deapemtely poor and depend I .% a red of the movement illit- ~
directfy on the envtroomerttfor sur- I ems-epeasant farmers in >
v-iv-al.Environmentalism.they say,is I ginns are mor~
not so much a luxury. as in the I o{?%w
WesLbut a necessity. -,. .“>
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